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Agenda for the Telephone Interview 

Date / time / location 

May 20, 2010 1:30 P.M. 

Introductions 

Applicant's representatives: Ebenesar Thomas (Reg. No.: 62,499) 

(202) 857-3235 

USPTO Examiners: Daniel C. Murray (571)270-1773 

George C. Neurauter (571)272-391 8 

It is Applicant's intention that such an interview wiU lead to an agreeable resolution 
of the rejected claims. 

Ehiring the interview Applicants' representative will point out that each and every feature 

of claim 1 is not disclosed in Moyer and McGuire. 

First, Applicant's representative would point out that Moyer does not teach or suggest 
that the service template (cited in the office action as corresponding to the implementation rules) 
comprises the device template (cited in the office action as corresponding to the technology and 
equipment rules). 

Second, Applicant's representative would show that the device template of Moyer only 
provides the capabilities and how to configure the device. But, there is no teaching or suggestion 
of technoloev rules , as recited in claim 1. 

Third, Applicant's representative would show that according to Moyer, the adaptor 
module translates the vendor-neutral device configuration settings generated using service 
template to vendor-specific device configures settings. However, this does not teach or that the 
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device template (cited in the office action for corresponding to technology rules) determining 
which technology to use based on the equipment in the network. 

With regard to claim 13, Applicant representative would point out that that Meyer does 
not teach or suggest the features of "the equipment rules are used to model how the technology 
rules must be selected for a particular equipment type." 
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